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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 04/1 0/08, in regards to the use of Hansen for claim 1 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. In response to applicant's 
argument that the references fail to show certain features of applicant's invention, it is 
noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., "automatically determines 
which (intermediate) results can be reused") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

2. Applicant's arguments, see Pages 10 and 1 1 with respect to the prior art of Giles, 
filed 04/10/08, with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1 under 102(a) have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of 
Hansen (US 6,421 ,575) in view of Higgins (US 5,835,627). 

Specification 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: There is a left 
parenthesis with no corresponding right parenthesis in paragraph 77 on page 17. 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 5, and 8-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hensen (US 6,41 1 ,314) in view of Higgins (US 5,835,627). 

Regarding Claim 1 , Hansen teaches a job control system (Column 2, lines 31-32) 
for controlling a job in a document processing system in which processing system a 
number of tasks is performed in a workflow (Column 2, lines 32-46), the job control 
system comprising an input source with a user interface for enabling a user to define 
and change a set of parameters selected from the group of first parameters for said 
workflow and second parameters within said workflow (Column 9, lines 3-22), wherein 
the job control system comprises: 

-an identifier to identify and mark dependencies of results of said job to 
parameters (Column 10, lines 22-28), wherein said results are selected from the group 
of intermediate results of said job and final results of said job (Column 1 0, lines 28-39), 
and wherein said parameters are selected from the group of parameters for said 
workflow, parameters within said workflow, and parameters for individual task 
processors in a production plan defining processing of said job (Column 10, lines 40- 
56), 
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a verifier (Column 18, lines 57-62) to verify, during job execution, a change in a 
particular parameter out of said parameters (Column 18, lines 62-67). 

Hansen does not teach a verifier to determine if (a) a particular result out of said 
results and obtained before said change in said particular parameter is independent of 
said particular parameter, or (b) if an effect of said change in said particular parameter 
on said particular result is within a given limit; so that said particular result is still 
useable despite said change in said particular parameter; and 

storing still useable results on memory. 

However, Higgins does teach the verifier to determine if (a) a particular result out 
of said results and obtained before said change in said particular parameter is 
independent of said particular parameter (Column 23, lines 4-9), or (b) if an effect of 
said change in said particular parameter on said particular result is within a given limit; 
so that said particular result is still useable despite said change in said particular 
parameter (Column 23, lines 4-58); and 

- storing still useable results on memory (Column 10, lines 8-16). 

Hensen and Higgins are combinable because they with the process of printing. 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Hensen with the teachings of Higgins to yield maximum 
satisfaction of an image (Column 2, lines 49-67). 

Regarding Claim 2, Hensen further teaches wherein said results include a 
specific result provided by a specific task processor (Column 6, lines 39-56) and 
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wherein said identifier forms part of said specific task processor (Column 6, lines 39- 
56). 

Regarding Claim 5, Hensen further teaches further comprising a controller for 
changing a job ticket for processing a particular job by said document processing 
system after said change in said particular parameter (Column 6, lines 31-47), wherein 
said changing said job ticket is for using said stored still useable results, and for 
automatically resubmitting said particular job to said document processing system 
(Column 12, lines 35-40). 

Regarding Claim 8, Hensen further teaches further comprising a display device 
to display to a user said useable results (Column 2, lines 32-49). 

Regarding Claim 9, Hensen further teaches wherein said display device is for 
displaying said dependencies to parameters of said useable results (Column 18, lines 
22-39, since the operator is performing the task, then it must be displayed to the 
operator). 

Regarding Claim 10, Hensen teaches a method (Column 2, lines 50-51) for 
controlling a job in a document processing system in which processing system a 
number of tasks is performed in a workflow (Column 2, lines 51-60), characterized in 
that the method comprises: 
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-identifying and marking dependencies of results of said job to parameters 
(Column 10, lines 22-28), wherein said results are selected from the group of 
intermediate results of said job and final results of said job (Column 1 0, lines 28-39), 
and wherein said parameters are selected from the group of parameters for said 
workflow, parameters within said workflow, and parameters for individual task 
processors in a production plan defining processing of said job (Column 10, lines 40- 
56); 

-verifying, during job execution, a change in a particular parameter out of said 
parameters (Column 18, lines 62-67). 

Hensen does not teach verifying and determining if (a) a particular result out of 
said results and obtained before said change in said particular parameter is 
independent of said particular parameter, or (b) if an effect of said change in said 
particular parameter on said particular result is within a given limit; so that said 
particular result is still useable despite said change in said particular parameter; and 

-storing still useable results. 

However, Higgins does teach the verifier to determine if (a) a particular result out 
of said results and obtained before said change in said particular parameter is 
independent of said particular parameter (Column 23, lines 4-9), or (b) if an effect of 
said change in said particular parameter on said particular result is within a given limit; 
so that said particular result is still useable despite said change in said particular 
parameter (Column 23, lines 4-58); and 

- storing still useable results on memory (Column 10, lines 8-16). 
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Hensen and Higgins are combinable because they with the process of printing. 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Hensen with the teachings of Higgins to yield maximum 
satisfaction of an image (Column 2, lines 49-67). 

Regarding Claim 1 1 , Hensen further teaches further comprising: 
-changing a job ticket for processing a particular job by said document 
processing system after said change in said particular parameter, wherein said 
changing said job ticket is for using said stored still useable results (Column 12, lines 
35-40); 

-automatically resubmitting said particular job to said document processing 
system (Column 1 1 , lines 37-44). 

Regarding Claim 12, in light of the method in claim 1 0, Hensen further teaches a 
computer program stored on a computer readable medium comprising computer 
program code (Column 8, lines 58-61) adapted to perform the method according to 
claim 10 when said program is run on a computer (Column 12, lines 57-65). 

Regarding Claim 13, in light of the method in claim 11, Hensen further teaches a 
computer program stored on a computer readable medium comprising computer 
program code (Column 8, lines 58-61) adapted to perform the method according to 
claim 10 when said program is run on a computer (Column 12, lines 57-65). 
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Regarding Claim 14, in light of the method in claim 10, Hensen further teaches a 
computer readable medium comprising program code (Column 8, lines 58-61, where 
the computer program must be stored on computer readable medium) to perform the 
method according to claim 10 when said program is run on a computer (Column 12, 
lines 57-65). 

Regarding Claim 1 5, in light of the method in claim 1 1 , Hensen further teaches a 
computer readable medium comprising program code (Column 8, lines 58-61, where 
the computer program must be stored on computer readable medium) to perform the 
method according to claim 1 1 when said program is run on a computer (Column 12, 
lines 57-65). 

3. Claims 3, 4, 6, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hensen (US 6,41 1 ,314) in view of Higgins (US 5,835,627) further in view of 
Shakespeare (US 6,421,575). 

Regarding Claim 3, Hensen in view of Higgins does not teach wherein said 
verifier includes: 

-a calculator for calculating said effect of said change in said particular parameter 
on said particular result; 

-a comparator for comparing said effect to said given limit. 
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However, Shakespeare does teach wherein said verifier includes: 

-a calculator for calculating said effect of said change in said particular parameter 
on said particular result (Column 6, lines 55-60); 

-a comparator for comparing said effect to said given limit (Figure 3, element 106 
and Column 5, lines 45-48). 

Hensen in view of Higgins and Shakespeare are combinable because they all 
deal with the process of printing. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Hensen in view of Higgins with 
Shakespeare to have a controller that tolerates errors well and performs well with errors 
(Shakespeare: Column 2, lines 30-33). 

Regarding Claim 4, Hensen in view of Higgins does not teach wherein said 
verifier includes: 

-an estimator for estimating said effect of said change in said particular 
parameter on said particular result; 

-a comparator for comparing said effect to said given limit. 

However, Shakespeare does teach wherein said verifier includes: 

-an estimator for estimating said effect of said change in said particular 
parameter on said particular result (Column 10, lines 12-28, where the sampling is a 
form of estimating); 
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-a comparator for comparing said effect to said given limit (Figure 3, element 106 
and Column 5, lines 45-48). 

Hensen in view of Higgins and Shakespeare are combinable because they all 
deal with the process of printing. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Hensen in view of Higgins with 
Shakespeare to have a controller that tolerates errors well and performs well with errors 
(Shakespeare: Column 2, lines 30-33). 

Regarding Claim 6, Hensen further teaches further comprising a controller for 
changing a job ticket for processing a particular job by said document processing 
system after said change in said particular parameter (Column 6, lines 31-47), wherein 
said changing said job ticket is for using said stored still useable results, and for 
automatically resubmitting said particular job to said document processing system 
(Column 12, lines 35-40). 

Regarding Claim 7, Hensen further teaches further comprising a controller for 
changing a job ticket for processing a particular job by said document processing 
system after said change in said particular parameter (Column 6, lines 31-47), wherein 
said changing said job ticket is for using said stored still useable results, and for 
automatically resubmitting said particular job to said document processing system 
(Column 12, lines 35-40). 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nicholas C. Pachol whose telephone number is 571- 
270-3433. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Thr, 8:00 a.m.- 4:00 p.m. 
(EST), Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Twyler L. Haskins can be reached on 571-272-7406. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

N.P. 

07/31/08 
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